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ABSTPACT 

A national automated telecommunication system, tji 
Migrant ''student RecfoT^ Transfer System (MSRTS) provid^es academic 
other relevant data on mig^^t children to participat?.ng schools 
request. The system was developed in response to the need for f 
providing timely academic and health information to the schools these 
children enter as they migrate. Selectg<i aspects of MSRTS were/ 
jeviewed tp determine its accuracy, effi^ency, and the degree/ of 
partij3.^pation in the system. Emphasis was on i*is .use for determining 
the numB?^t^^«i4S^335^'tory children upon which State fund allocations 
^re\based upderfitle I of* the 1965 Elementary and Secondary / 
Ed^ation Act . An- Of f ice of Education (OE) validation study,/ ^ 
o<<mpleted in Mar^b* 1974, was also evaluated. A joint, effort \)j OE and 
State migrant program personnel and an OE consultant, this validation 
study determined the degree to which the system's data represented 
actu^al migrant ^phildren at various schools throughout the country. It 
was found that MSRTS provided a more reliable basis for allocating 
migrant progtam funds under Title I and that OS di^d^not provide 
funding far certain migrant children in fiscal year 1.975, though 
required by the Education Amendments of 1974.' \NQ) 
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This report points out that <ha f^igrant Stu- 
dent Record Traiisfer System provides a n>OTE 
reliable basis for allocating migi^nt p'reysm 
nds under tale I of the Elementar/ and 
Seb<^dary Education Act of 1965, as 
amer^ded, than did the previously us«d 
melhod. ri^ report also shov/s that the Office 
of Edocation^d not provide fund>ngf or cv- 
tain misranl children in fiscal year 1S75, 
though^ required oYvthe Education Amend- 
ments of 1974. 




MWD 76-21 




SEPT. LG.19?^ 



ERLC 



/ 



/ CHAPTER 1 

I , IhJTRODUCTION 

At the request of Congressman Albert H. Quie, ve have 
reviewed selected aspects of the Migrant* Student Record 
Transfer Sys^tem. Hr. Quie asked us to determine the sys- 
tem's accuracy and efficiency, the degree of participation 
ii^he system, and other relevant information • 

V7e particularly looked into the use d€ the system for 
determining the number o£ migratory children upon which 
fund allocations to the States and the Distri^^t of Columbia 1/ 
are based under title I of the Elementary ana^Secondacy Educa- 
ytion Act of 1J965, as amended (2a 0^6. C. 241b). Under title I, 
grants are nwi^e to the States for ;proqram^ and projects to 
meet the sp)&cial educational needs of mi^gcatory children of 
migratory agricultural workers and migritory fishermen. 



A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE SYSTEM 



...J- 



The Migrant Student Record Tr^rnsfer System is a national 
automated telecommunication system which provides academic 
and other information on migr an^ ctjildr en to participating 
schools on. requ^st.^ The syste^-'-'^Jas d^eloped to sa-fclsfy the 
need for providing timely afeademic and health info;?ftatidn 
on migrant children to schools the children enirer as they 
migrate. Previously, the school and heal th records of migrant 
children 'd*f ten arrived too late to be of any/uee to teachers 
and school , nurses in the placement and health' car e of these 
children. 

In fiscal yeat 1975, about 8,800 schools^TbfK48 States 
had access to the national data bank through 14O"0'omputer 
terminals strategically located throughout the cmintry. 
The data bank — which has on* file the records of naore than 
500,600 migrtiny students — is located in Little Rock, 
Arkansas, where the system is maintained and operated" by 
the Arkansas State D^p^rtment of Education under contract 
to the Department of- Health, Education, .and Welfare^s 
(HEW's) Office of Education (OE) . 

Essent:ially the /ystem works as follows: 

1. The State/or local, education .agency recruits 
enrqlls/a child in a local migrant educatio 
. progr 



/ 

I/For allocation purposes the Distrtct of Columbi 
treated* as a'^Sfcate. . ^ 
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•EVALUATION. OF- THE MIGRANT 
STUDENT RECORD TRANSFER 

SySTEM 
Office of Education 
Department of Heaithr 

E<3Ucationr and Welfare 



GAO evaluated the acjequaqy of the Migrant > 
Student Record Transfer System as a basis | 
for ^lllocating migr^t program fundit under! i 
tittle I of the El^ftentary and SeconAbry ' 
Education. Act of 1965* The Arkansas State 
Department of Education operates the sys-.' 
tem und^ir contract with REW's Office of 
Education, (See p» 1,) ^ 

The Education Amendments, of 1974 provide 
that, in determining the number of 
migrant children on vhich allocations to 
States are based, the Office of Hdupa- 
tion should use statistics generated by 
the* system or another more reliable 
method . 

In November 1974 it approved the use of 
the system, prinrarily because; 

--Department of- Labor data, which had been i 
used in .the past, was not accurate* 
(See p. 40 ' 

— h validation study of the system, cor- 
pieted in March 1974, indicated that 
it was more ^accurate; (See p. 5.) • 

Comparing the methodology used to derive 
estimates fjrom Labor's data with that used 
for the s^ten, 6a0# found the latter • 
prQvides^a more reliable basis for estictiat- 
frig migrant progriun allocationii,. The ac- 
^curacy p-f the'*:system , however, has n<yt 
bee^i' establifch^cd because the validation 
study did "hdt . provide an adequat^* basis- 
for assessing* it. \ 

'/Allocations foe title 2 migrant programs 
•'''for fiscal year 1975 totaled about $92 
millio;^.. Using the system datd resulted* 



Js^K^^>^%\, Upon riSndovil. the report 
co/Qf cJjie ^ht^uJd Jjc Voted heteon. 
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in 15 States receiving about $13 million 
more than they would have received had 
Labor's data been used.. (Se<? p. 12.) 

The Education Ajnendments of 1974 provide 
tl;iGt,*in dcfermi ning title I migrant 
allocations, the Office is to couht 
migratory children of migratory fishec-^. 
men and formerly migratory children. 
The latter ace children who have ceased 
migrating but who, v;ith the concurrence 
of their- parents, are still eligible for 
program benefits up to S years. 

According to the Office, migratory chil- 
dren of migratory fishermen and , formerly 
migratory children were not counted for 
fiscal year 1975 because accurate 
estimates of their numtoecs and location? 
were not available. 

The Office did, have current estimates, 
however, v;hich officials believed vere 
conservative.' These estimates showed a , 
total- of 275,000 formerly migratory 
children and 12,000 migratory children of 
migratory fishern>en. (See pp. 13 and 
15.) • • ' 

GAG' concluded that the Office should have^ 
included some estim-ate of the number of 
these migrants in the funding base for- . 
fiscal year 197S. For the fiscal year 
1976 migran-t program allocitions,-^ the 
Office did provide an estimate-. 
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/ CHAPTER 1 



J, IhJTRODUCTION 
St of Congressman Albert IK Quie, ve have 
reviewed selected aspects of the Migr ant* Student Record 
Transfer Sys^tem, Mr. Quie asked us to determine the sys-- 
tern's accuracy and efficiency, the degree of participation 
ir^he system, and other relevant information* 

V7e particularly looked into the use of the system for 
determining the number of migratory children upon which 
fund allocations to the States and the Distript of Columbia 1/ 
ate based under title I of the Elementary and^Secondary Educa- 
tion Act of 1^65, as amended (2a U^fe.C. 241b). Under title I, 
grants are lyide to the States for ;proqram^ and projects to 
meet the sp/cial educational need;5 of miigratory children of 
migratory agricultural workers and migratory fishermen* 



A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE SYSTEM 



The Migrant Student Record Trarnsfer System is a national 
automated telecommunication systein which provides academic 
and other ?.nfortoation on migr aat^ cjiildr en to participating 
schools on, request. The syste»-^^v?as d^eloped to satisfy the 
need for providing "timely academic and health information 
on migrant children to schools the children enter as they 
migrate. Previoasly, the school and heal th^ records of migrant 
children e5^ten arrived too late to be of any/uoe to teachers 
and school , nurses in the placement and health' care of these 
children. 

In fiscal yeat 1975, about 8,800 schools"ThK48 States 
had access to the national data bank through 140"e'oinputer 
terminals strategically located throughout the cmintry* 
The data bank — which has on' file the records of niore than 
500,600 migrant/ students — is located in Little Rock, 
Arkansas, wher6 the system is maintained and operated* by 
the Arkansas State D?p^rtment of Education under contract 
to the Department of- Health, Education, and Welfare* s 
(HEW's) Office of Education '(OE) . 

Essen t^i ally the System works as follows: 

1* The State/br local, education .agency redrtiits 
enrqllsya child in a local migrant educatibi 
^ ^ progr< 



1/For allocation purposes the Di'strl'ct of Columbia 
treated' as a^SfcatQ. , / 
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2. Key personal data on the child and academic and 
health data, if available, is transmitted to ' 
a terminal operator by telephone or mail. 

3. The terminal operator transforms the information 
into a punched paper tape aod transmits it 'to 
the national data bank in Little Rock via a ' 
teletype terminal » 

4. If data on the child is already recorded in ' 
the system, his recQxd is extracted from 

the data base andl forwarded by mail^ to the • 
school. " 

5. If it is determined that thir^child ' is being 
enrolled for the first time, he is assigned a* 
permanent student number and' the information is 
stored in th^ computer data base. 

6. When the child moves on, the local education 
agency updates* his academic and health data 
and he is^ withdrawn from the local program. 




7. The updated infornation i^ transmitted t< 
Rock v^ia the terminal operator. a 

*' ^ 

8. When the child enrolls in a different schoaX, the 
cycle is repeated. ^ 

The system became fully operational in /isc^rl year 1972 
Costs are covered under an ^arrangement^ using title I funds 
whereby the States provitfe a portion of bK^ir allocation for 
the migrant {:>rogram to the Commissioner/^ Education for - 
operating the system. Thrbugh fisjMl year 1974, an average 
or 51.4 million has been spent Anhually/for developinq and 
operating the system. ' * /" ^ «^ 

f ' * / ' 

Impac-t of the Education Att^endisr^ts of/l 974 

f / / ^ =^ 

T The Education Amenrameij^s of 1974 (Public Law 93-31 
enattcd August 21, 1974 ) an^ended ' £itle I to'^provide tl 
•determining the number of migrant "children on which aj 
tions to the States.are based: * * / 

"* *^-'the Commissioner (of EducatTbn] s^all/use 
statis tics made at/ailable by the migrant student 
record transfer "System or such other system as' 
he may determine mo6t accurately and •fully re- 
flect^ the actual number of ' migrant studeiVt^." 
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Before the 1974 amendments were enacto<.U title I migrant 
funds'weie allocated. to States, on t^e basis 6£ the number 
of (1) migratbry cbildr enr, ^aged 5 to 17, whosfe parents were 
migrator.y agricultural workers and who resided in the States^ 
full time and (2) the full'-time equ-ivalent of such children, 
who resided there part time. The amendments expanded cover- 
age -for^ dllocation purposes to include migratory children 
of migratory fishermen and formerly migwtary children^-' 

latter children are those who have not .m;i^rated for at"''^ 
least a year but who, with the concurrence of tfeir parents, 
are still deemed to be migrants and a^ce «^1 igible foe title I 
benefits for' up to '5 years after they cease migrating. 

The 1974 aiSendments also provide ' for . treating. Puerto 
Rico as a State for the purpose of fund' alloc^ations. Addi- 
tionally, fot Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin /Islands, - 
and the Trust Territory pf the Pacific Islands^ an alloca7 
tion is author izeiS Of uj to 1 percent of the total appro-' 
priatod for migrant programs in the States and Puerto Rice. 

On November 14, 1974, the Commissioner approved the 
use o£^^.^ system for detertftinir^g fiscal year 1975 alloca- 
•tions to t?he States. Fo;- this purpose,, a migrant program 
allocation subsystern was develbpea which esi^^tially exV 
tracts*/tro[n the system's data base that iijfjdrmation critical 
to coptpu ting-* the allocations. ^ 

SC0FE REVIEW ' 

/ ' : • ' 

' Our review was mad^ primarily/^t OE headquarters. Addi-^ 
ttpnally, we. visjLteq the systern's center of operations in 
Little Rock. Our work there pr imar ily. involved discussio^ 
with Arkansas State DepartmenJ: of Education employees and * » 
a consultant whom OE re^lies.on to monitor the system. Also, 
as agreed with Mr. Quiets office,, much of our ,work j:nvoXv£>d' 
evaluating a recent valiciation study of the system. 
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CHAPTER 2 



ADEQUACY QP THE SYSTEM FOR ALLOCATION PUR*P05£S 

OE's decision to use the system's data as, a basis for 
allocating fiscal year 1S75 title I migrant funds to the 
States was based to a- large extent on 

. — the inadequacy of Depactinent of Labor statistics which 
had been' used in the past, for this purpose and 



^ ' — a recent validation stddy which indica-tes that" the , 
^ ^ systejn would probably .provide an adequate basis for 
^ \ estimating total funding unoer the .title I migrant^ 
program^ ' ^ • _ ^ ^ 
• / 

We compared the methoijology used to derive estimates 
from.' the system with that used for the Labor data arjd found 
that 'the system *woUXd probably provide a more reliable basis 
for estima^ting migrant prpgram alloceftions\ ^Th^ accuracy of 
the system, however,. has not been' estab} i^hed because the 
validation study did not provide an adequate basis for as- 
sessing^it. * ■ , 

' The Arkansas State t^partment of Education recognizes 
that the system has • inaccuracies and has taken steps to correct 
them* 

£^IHATB& UgrWG LABOR DATA 

OB believed that estimates from Labor;data were not ac- . 
curate* For example, using system data, OE ^estimated the num-- 
ber of full-time equivalent migrant students, aged 5 to 17, 
to be about 212^000 for calendar year 1973. Conversely, ug- 
inq Labor data Cor the same period, OB estimated -there were' 
about 67,000 such students. k 

The Labor data is based on. the monthly "In-Seaeon Farm. 
Labor Report" submitted by the States, These reports are 
compiled by reporting areas within tKe States and provide, 
among other things, <estiinates bn the r^umber of interstate 
and intrastate migratory farm workers*'' OE's reasons for 
believing that this data is not >a^quate for fund allocation 
purposes include: . . 

— The reports pYov ide: data \n farm workers .rather than 
children. 

— The procedures used to arrive at estii\ates are dis- 
cretionary. 



10 




v-state reporting areas are not required to .report if 
the. thtdl number of migratory farm worl^ers employed 
is l^ss than 500. . ' 

-'-Faxti) workers living home in their base State at-o 
not classified^ as migrants. ^ 



To convsx_t-jnigratory adult workers to children, CB app;lied 
c» factor of three-quarters to the number of adult workers, /, 
The factor was estimat^^^in part from s^tat!is'tics and comments 
of individuals from Ubor and the Department of Agriculture. 
We did not evaluate^ the suitability of this factor, and an 
OE officiaa told us' that* no such evaluatibn hSp been made ' , 
since the^actor was developed, in 1966. 

VA LIDATION STUD Y ^ " . \. 

An OE validation study, *^completed in March 1974, was a 
joint effort by OE migrant -program personn-el. State migrant 
program personnel, and ^feiV'OE consultant. The study was 
made to .determine the suitability of statisti,cs generated by / 
the system for allocating title I migrant funds. Specific^ly 
the study was to determine the degree to which the system's 
data represented actual migrant children at various schools 
throughout the 'country. The/ methodology of the study basically 
involved comparing a physical couat of migrant children attend- 
ing selected schools oa a giver, date with the infprmatibn in 
th^ system.' s data base. At the time of the study, only data 
on migratory children of migratory agcicultural workers was 
permitted to be placed in the system* ^ 

The study covered 17 States and included a samble of 
29 schools 1/ having a t;otal of 1,865 migrant students/ A- 
summary comparison of the physical head count at these schools 
with the number of student^^shovn by the System' s" data b^asefj 
follows. ■ / - , 



1/The term "school" as used in the study n^ay reter t^ a school 
district, a school building, or some qther «classif^i^cation. 
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K«M KoxiCO 

1 11 i;\ois 

Flo: I Ja 
rioi Ida 
Mississippi 
Flor 

Ar/izon» 

W^shin^ton 

ArizQn* 

Carolina 
California 

New York 

C«l ifornlA 

Cal irornl* 
Mains 
Alabat^ 
Caching ton 
htw Mexico 
West .Virginia 
Ohio 
Kot th 

Cdrol ina 
Plot Ida 
WiscVn«in 

Total - 



(0 
«0 

35 

12 ^ 
4 

i6d' 

t9 

24( 

337 
C4 
100 

61 
(I 

h 10 
3( 
57 
2( 
46 
SS 
13 
20 
23 
27 

21 
2( 

3 



(2) 



count 
< pote a ) 

60 
60 
3S 
IS 
12 
4 

✓ US 
89 ^ 
243 
342 
63 
103 
32 

59 

^47 

— <^^56 
Ji 
32 
50 
22 
S5 
45 
10 
27 
17 
39 

Jl 
11 
7 



Dlff>t- 



Percent 
differ- 
cncc 

(l^riU 



-3 

5 
-1 

3 
-1 

-2 
-7 

1/ 

-4 

12 
-13 
-3 
7 
-6 
U. 

la 

-IV 



l,ft^b U84a -17 



-3.3 
-4.5 
-».2 
10. G 
-11. 1 
-12.3 
-15.4 
26.1 
-22.4 
-23.1 
35.0 
-2^.1 
44.4 

47.6 
-57.7 
133.3 

-0.9 



Ic«nt ical 
patches 
birtw«en 
head and 

cojnts 
{ note h ) 

60- 
60 
35 
IS 
12 
4 

> 163 
65 
239 
310 
59 
93 
32 

57 
142 
52 
10 
26 
40 
22 
39 
44 
k 

19 

/1 7 
25 

21 



(6) 




17) 



System 
count 
unmatched 



Percent 
un««tch?d 

(note c; 




10 
17 
4 
7 
14' 
5. 
1 
6 
Z 



1.7C4 , 



/ Mi 



a/Adjusted by the study group for out-ot-date records and inconsUtenciea th» 
&u:vty*3 citthodo^99y at certain schools, 

b/Tdeftticil ratcheji Are those'' vncre ttse children In the, system and th* childreti 
identifitd by tn? head counV*r* the r s#ce.* Coluanjs U) »nc» (2) are a nuSr^rical 
coap^rison only. ^"^'^*'>.*_3^i * 

£/((6) (7)J 7 ((5) ♦ (6) ♦ t7)). 
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5.8 


4 


t.6 ' 


4 


4.4 


32 


16.0 


4 




4 


- 4.8 ^ 




3.0 . 




)«5 




10.7 


• 5 


20.0 


1 


v.] 


6 


38.1 


\^ 


40.3 




lSf4 


19 


40.0 


-1 
7 




% 


32.1 




26.1 . 


14 


.39.0' 




32.3 • 


2 


6^.9 


2 


100. 0 . 


144 


. IS.2'\ 
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The aver^^. difference of ~0\9 percerrtT^dicata^ that\ 
if the. system wece used for computing' title^'^l alloefaticns , 
total program funding would prpijably be un^erestjrtnated by ' J 
a relatively small amount. For individuad schpf^s, how- 
ever ^ the study showed that .dif f^rences^var i'ed greatJLY 
between the head counb and the system /ount,. For e^an>ple, 
one school in Florida showed a discrepancy of -57.'^ /percent / 
and a school* in North Carolina show^ a d^sctepaAc^' of 
+47^6 percent.- 

Concerning the accuracy of l^hese projletjtions,, the st^dy 
recogni^zed that the st;at istical/san\p]Les tak^^n in the Sta.tes 
vei-e too small to inake a val id/statement c oncer ning the ex~ 
pocted accuracy of allocatioas to individual States. For 
the -0.9 percent variance fo/ the total prpgram'^ lluca -riorr^ 
the stiTdy group felt that , itatisfeically , a' level of con-' 



f idence *could not b^ atbac 
errors made t/y the survq:^/ 

f / 




tp* the pro je 
teams during the 



ition because O'f 
head c^punt. 



.1 



2 



r/ 




The ^Study showed that &4*8 Recent (100-15.2) of the 
total number of students found duning the head count and in 
the system's data base were identical matches. Although this 
analysis ha^ no direct bearing on the\accucacy of the system 
as a funding instrument, it does indies^ the integrity and 
reliability of the systew as a whole. That is^ the 70.9*per- 
cfent difference did not result from a chanb:^ numerical match- 
ing of different children. 



$0% 



The study group also mc^de the following 
tions or cbnclusions: 



tral 6bs.erva- 



— No evidence was> found during the survey whicl^ndicated 
the deliberate insertion of fictitioQs student lUcords 
into the system. On tjic contrary^ the- survey ina^cated 
that many schools were not enro-lling as many students 
as they could, 

--No evidence was fofnd that the computer system at 
Little Rock^,vas responsible for inaccuracies in data 
handling. cause of the inaccuracies in €he data 

, base, sacple can be traced back td the project schools 
and the terminal operators^ 

J— Use' of the system as' W basis for allocating funds 
•should improve its aceacacy because. inaccuracy would 
be' *a disadvantage to the States. 



In- additi^ to the errors made by the survey teamed 
during the head count, the study's methodology was biased in 
several ways which had an indeterminate impacj: on the/^ 
findinc^s. OB recodiiized these ^bias?i- and said thay resulted 
.primarily frpra- funding ana timing constraints^ The biases 
included the following: ^ ^ . 

— Schools wece e?:cluded which had an /expected enr-gllioent 
' *. of less than six children. 



-rThe greatest* number of schdolflT^were not expected 
open at the time the surve^ was taken; thus, the 
schools sampled might not be irepresentativejp^^he 
total migrant school population. 



— The objectivity of the study is qu 
it was c6nducted by OE migrant 
' State-migrant, personnel , and 
monitoring the^ system: - 



nable because 
m personnel, 
consultant for 
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MIGRANT PROGRAM ALLOCATION SOBgYSTEfl ' . 

I ^ • 

This jKubsystem was developed to determine the number of ^ 
migrant children in each State use as a basis for fund "--^ 
allocations under title I. .Basically,, the , subsystem consists 
of two computer programs — the first processes the system's 
CiSata base and extrax:ts the necessary ^enrollment informaticrn 
and the second prepares an allocatic/n summary and other 
reports. Information critical to allocation includes (1) 
basic studTent identification data, including birth date; (2) 
dates enrolled in various schools, arfd (3) "locations of the 
schools. / 

* Essential to,?the usef^ilness of any co/nputer ixed d.ata 
base is the mai^^nance of accurate and current Uata» Th6 ' • 
Ar^cana^s St&te(^e ?ar tment o& Education uses several methods 
to achieve this. Three of these methojjt^^T>9»^iscussed below* 

Data validation prograici . . ■ ' , ^ 

*This computer program checks the correctness of student 
information before it is a.Gcepted dnto the system's data barik^ 
Basicaliyr the pcogram provides two checks. First, each item 
that should contain numerical data is checked for such dat.a 
and each item that should contain ^3 phabetic data is likewise 
checked. Secondly, validity-range checks are made on data 
'fields determined to be dat&s. For example, a month expressed 
in numbers must range between 01 and 12. Also, codes submitted 
in the student input data, such as "Schoc^X ID," are valiflated 
by r^ferehbe to a "School ID** talDle.' Unless the code can be 
matched td'' an entr^ in the appropriate table the data field 
is rejected by the system. Error messages are prepared' and 
transj^itted back ti the or iginating , terminal for all input- 
data items that jf/il the validati6n tests. 



Duplicate vrecord scr^^>olng 

The Arkansas State Department of Education has^developed 
two ^sic mejtftods to address the problem of duplica'fce records 
in th^'^^stem. One reethod is essentially preventive and can 
be initia^ea routinely by the terminal operators.; The other * 
method is a special computer program which can be curi periodi- 
cqlly by . the department of education. 

The method which can be initiated bvjthe terminal opera- 
tor^ is used when a student identif ica^tidn number for* a child 
enrolling at a particular school is not known. ^ This could 
occur 'when a child is being enrolled for .the first time- or 
when a child already enrolled in the system (or his parents) 
does not know his student identification number. 
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To initiate a search of the system' s. data base for a 
'particular cnild*s record, the terminal operator wotild enter in- 
to the system certain key data descrlbini^.- the student* If the 
search cannot exactly match the^auppl i^d' key data to an 
existing student record ant3 thus db^rmirie a previously as- 
signed identification number/ it wilr supply several possi- .V 
ble matche'S, After CK)nsiderinq the possibil/ities^ the 
terminal operator can (1) accept one as the correct record, 
(2) cause a new record with a new student identification 
number to be generated/ or (3) reject the possibilities 
offered , change the critical data/ and initiate ;ano ther 
search. In all cases, the terminal operator decides on a 
course of action -in cooperation with local school ^personnel . 

In the other method for checking fot duplicate 'records, 
whiah is initiated by the Arkansas' State Depactment of Educa- 
tion, ^ special computer prograa' searches the system's data 
baso, and lists all possible matches with pertinent key data. 
Where* all key data for a given student record match the 
sa.ne data irix^other record, the likelihood of record dupli- 
cation is very good. Conversely, where only ^ome of the 
data match, there is less likelihood of record dpplication. 
in either instance,, a final determination of the existence / / 
of duplicate records is made through an investigation by the 
locfil education agency and the Arkansas State Department of 
Education;* ' ^ * • 

The latter method was larst aoblied in February 197f> when 
the system^s data base containred ^approximately 375,01^0 student 
records.. Of these- records, 18,000 were ^identified as possibl^^. 
duplicates. Following a review by State department of eiJuca-/ 
,tion. and local education agency personnel, about 4,500 true 
duplicates were j.dentified and elimin'ated, from the data base. 

\ At the time of our visit tcT Little Rock, State education 
officials told us that the program for screening for duplicate 
"Records h^ not been used since February 19-73 because in 
August 4973 the -system's computer equipment ut^dwwent- a change 
and the bid computer orogra-n had to be adapted^ to the new ; 
equipmeht. This was accomplished after our vi^it and when 
the progb^m was run on February 12, 1975, 2^610 additional 
records v;e^ identified as duplicates and eliminated from 
the data base. A State educat-ioYi official told us that the 
new program would be r un . per iod ically thereafter. 

• Terminal operator improvement program 

To improve data* input to the systetn, the Arkansas State 
Department of Education employs eight individuals to train 
project school personnel and ternxinal operators* Si^ of 
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the eint>lQyees \;ork with the terninfjl operators to i*i?prove 
'their -efficiency an^ accuracy in transmitting and receiving 
data, * The contract betv^een OE and the. Arkansas State De- 
pa^rtment of Education requires that thesTe employees make 
two onsite visits ai^nucaiy to each of the terminals^ The 
other tyo envpioyees trc.in project school personnel routinely 
and upoji request 'through S«ate <>n^ regional conferences 
he^ld throughout the year, . ^ ^ . • ' 

In cortjui^ction with these training ^f^rts , a, computer . 
program was developed to collect statist ics^on the number 
and types of errors m^de by the terminal operators bs they - 
enter data into the- system. The error statistics^^are 
presented to the tei'^.irial operators as^ feedback information 
on tl^eir keys'troking; efficiency and accuracy* \ 

The individuals who trein the terminal operators sai^- 

the f^orts g^enerated on the operators were usefijl-in" 
identifying training needs* At the _time-ot^ur visit to 
Little Rock, an Arkansaq State Department •of Education of- 
ficial told us that ^the 9oavouter program that generates the 
reports had not been used since 1973, when the computer- equip* 
ment for tjhe sy&'teni was replaced. Later the progranj was con- 
verted and the^^B^ pro^ra'd) was first run cqawencing on 
April 1,13^ By letter dated May 5, 1975, theT States .were 
notif iod^that the report^ v;ould^e sent ,to thecn monthly* 




' Con\parxng/1>H^jiethdas used to gather data on .migrant 
children indioate&-®^^^,^the Migrapt Student Record Transfer 
SysteHj and the migpnt pr5g>cam allocation subsystew provide 
.a more reliable basis- for allocatin<§ title I migrant funds 
to the States ^than do Labo>-&ta tidies* The acturaqy^of the • 
.tecord transfer .system, however has not bean established 
because the validation stiidy did notT'/p'i'ovi-de an adequate b^sis 
for assessing it. . , 

Using the system appears to be an equitable way to* 
^illocate fun^s to the States because the amount of funds so^^ 
allocated layrgely depends on the States* aggressiveness in 
recruiting and ehrpHijig migrant children in their schools. 
Further, we ag5^ee^>?it^J the , validation study group that the . 
system*^^ accurSpy^ shodld, improve because its- use for fund 
allocation pur p<>B|& should provide the Statds v;ith an in- 
centive to recruit enroll all eligible children. 

The Arka^isas Stat^. Department of Education is aware 
of many of th^ problem's- causing inaccuracies and appears to 
be taking reasonable steps to correct them. The department 
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should continue its efforts in this regard to assure that 

an'd'^hat'thl'L?",'^"''"'^^ ^'^^^ °^ ''4 ^ n,?graJ.t fundo^. 
>2 J ^^^^^ migrant program allocjtion is as accurate 

as possible, it is onlikely that the system will thieve ' 

opefaM^n'^nr^H"' however,, because of L lagJ tud^ oTthe 
operation and the many variables J.nvo-lved. 
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/ CHAPTER 3 

FISCAL YEAR 1975 MIGRANT PROGRAM ALLOCATIONS ^ 

' The title I migrant program allocation for fiscal year 
jl975 was $91,953,160 and was approved on November 14, 1974, 
'Fund allo.c^ations to the States — with the exception of 
|Aldska'/ Hawaii, and the District of Columbia, which 31d not 
jr^eive an allocation — were made on th^ basis of data 
jprJ^ided by the Migrant Student Record .^Transfer System* 
. jPue^o Rico received $515,720 on the basis of Labor statist^ic's. 
GuanU American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust 
^Tecr^cJry o.f.the Pacific Islands were allocated a total of 
- '$195^^7; however, these fungis were reallocated to the States 
becaus^ these areas had not applied for funding. 

"n/^etermining the fiscal year 1^5*rIlocations, OS did 
not consMer formerly migratory children, or migratory chil- 
dren of migratory fishermen because accurate estimates of 
their nuia^iers were not available. OB $3id have conservative 
data on thWr numbers, howeveC/ and should have include<3 ^pme 
estimate of thesis children in the funding base. 

' STATE ^VLLOC^TIONS ' ^ • . 

Use of the system resulted in increased allocations to 
15 States. The other States were not affected because the 
Education Amendments of 1974 ^provide that no State will re- 
, cei^e, in any fiscal year prior to July 1, 1978, less than 
^the amount received in fiscal year 1974* The table below 
compares, for the 15 States receiving increased allocations^ 
the actual fiscal year 1975 allocation based on the system, 
dat^ with the amount they would have received had Labor 
statiVjiics been used. . , ^ \ 



• \ 



12 



18. 



Arkansas 
alifor nia 
eorgia 
daho 
rtaine 
Massachu- 
setts 
ichigan 
nnesota 
ssour i 
w Mexico 
rth 

aroXina- 
Vetmont 
Washington 
Wisconsin 
V;yoi[ving 

Total 



Labor data 

$ 75f,595 

537,647/ 
909,509/ 
64,83: 

292,85/ 
4,329,746 
450,570 
464,9/i2 
1,016,9'46 

1,545,794 
6,483 

2,095,331 
529,894 
197,81). 



"System 
data 

$ 1,539,915 
-i[:7, 36 5,908 

563,591 
1,670,527" 

24-2, 522 

616,578 
4,475,087 
454,149 
657,836 
2,4-27,294, 

1,707,099,' 
10,958' 

3,419,49^ 
734,02(3 
280,928 



Increase 

788,320 
7,289,070 
25,944- 
761,018 
177,689 

323,728 
145,341 
3,579 
192,894 
1,410,348 

161,305 
4, .475 
1,324 ,rl 68 
204,126 
83,117 




$23,270,789 $36,165,9U $12,895,122 



10.4 
69.0 
63.2 

5i,5 

42.0 
55.4 



•Through fiscal year '1974, Alask^a, Hawaii, and the District 
of Columbia had np-t received a ti-tl«i. I migrant program alloca- 
tion because there were no applicafcfe Labor statistics avail- 
able. Cons^utsntly, they have not .participated the system 
and did not receive an allocation' ^or fiscal year 1975.1*/ \. 

FORMERLY MIGR^TORY CHILDREN • . 

J ^ ; . 

OE officials told us that formerly migratory ^ch ildren 
were not included in the funding base for fiscal ye^r 1975 
allocations because accurate estimates of their numbers and 
locations were not available,. The only estimates available 
were those obtained primarily from an OE telephc>ne survey 
of the States and Puerto Rico* made in October 1974. , OE of- 
ficials said that, although the estimated were not^ very ac- 
curate^ they believed them to be conservative. The total 
estimated number of formerly migratory children was 275,24.6/ 
distributed as.shovn below. 



1/On May 9, 1975, Alaska -r^qOe^sted funds to recruit migrant 
children and to^ plan- for a migrant program; OE provided 
§64,400 for these purposes. 
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AlabaiDd 
Alaska 
Ar izona 
Arkansas 
CaJ if orDia 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 




Kansas • 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi. 
Missour i 



• 200 
200 
^ 2,250 

2,320 
64,500 

6,250 
2,250 
152 
45,000 
300 

225 
7,500 
1,800 
2,700 
62 

1,800 
120 
520 
501' 
200 

2,250 
15,000 
561 
820 
SOO 



\ 



Montana 200 

Nebraska 250 

Nevada 50 

New Hampshire 20 

New Jersey c 4,050 

New Mexico 2,250 

New York 4,950 

K?rr^h^arolina 3,100 

-North Dakota 100 

Ohio '2,^20 

Oklahoma 4^0 
/ac^gon * 2/005 

k Pennsylvania 500 

Vxho^^e .Island 25 

south Carolina 300 

South Dakota . 10 

Tennessee 110 

Texas 78,000 

Utah 182 

■ Vermont • 10 

Virginia 200 

Washington 12,000 

West Virgini^a 50 

Wisconsin y . ^963 

Wyoming / ^ '32Q 



Puerto Rico 



000 



Noter^ officials said no estijiiates we 
District/of Columbia. 

MIGRATORy QHILDREN OF MIGRATOR^ FISHERMEN 

^ Acqi^rding to OE, comprehensive and l^ccuta. 
on the number and location of these^ chiidren wi 
for iticlusion'in,the fiscaJ year 1975 saiocatibn base^. 
Estxnates available at the time were Vasfed on pepartment 0 
commerce statistics^. As with the^ estimates of formerly migra- 
tqry children, OE* of f.iciais told u^/tbatt althobgh these 
^.^timates were not accurate, tbey i6elievfed thefeito be copslerva 



available for ttte 



information 
not availjabli^ 



The Depar.tinent* of i^ommerc^ receives r^poctb from the / 
States on tlie estimated number of • commerciai fidherm<?n (1) 
vessels artd (2) On boat's and on shared These two ciassifi 
tions are further categorized on the bas-i^''4f full-^time an 



/ 



on 
:a- 
n3 
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part-tim& workers. "A "full-time worker" is defined as one 
v;ho spends 50 percent or more of his working year^xn com- • 
roercial fishing activities* . 

/ 

OE's estimate of the number of migratory children of 
migratory fishermen is based on the number of part-time 
fishermen reported. Again, CS applied a factor ot three- 
quarters to^hese estimates to con^rt cottimercial fishermen 
to migratory children of migratory fishermen* Further, 
determine"* full-time eqbivalency, OE estimated- that 
child/ resided in a particular State, for 3 taonths of 
Tfte ^otal number of midratory chiWren of migrator 
men ,^as estimated to be 12,047, distributed as b. 



Alabama 
'Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas < 
California 

Colorado . 

Connecticut 

Delaware' 

Florida 

(Georgia 



94 . Montana 

713 Nebraska 

Nevada / 
4S0 New Haptpshire 

861 ^ New Jersey 



NeW Mexiqo 
104 i4ew York 

. 94 XNorth Carol 

431 . / North Dako 
158 Ohio 




e year, 
fisher- 




Ida'ifJo 
I^inois 
Indiana 
lov/a 

Ka^Osas ^ 

Kentucky 

Louis-iana 

Maine 

Maryland 



55 
81 
. 55 
^ 21 
101 

19 
9* 

619 
923 
1,688 



Oklahoma 
Oregon' 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 



South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah . 
VermonI: . 



Massachusetts 797 

Michigan ^' 59 

Minnesota 113 

Mississippi 235 

Missouri 32- 



^Virginia 182 

"Washington ♦ 1 ^ 350 

West Virginia . - 

Wisconsin 171 
Wyoming 



Note: OE officials said the Departr^tpnt of Commerce did not 

have information available for the District of Columbia 
or Puerto Rico. 



PUERTO RICO 



Puerto Rico's allocation of 5515,720 for f isc^J^ year 
1975 v/as based on data contained in .Labor • s^'montbly "In- 
Season Farn Labor Report.". These reports provide data on 
the number of interstate migratory agricultural workexs 
brought into the United States from Puerta Rico under con- 
tract, i The reports showed that in 1973 there were 14,641 such 
workers. 

OE officials told us that \;,he reports are being used only 
as an interim measure until Puerto Rico-irir included in the' 
system* They said the reports, are inadequate primarily be- 
cause they do not include intraterr ito.rv migrants and count * 
.adults rather than children. --TcT^stimaXs the number of 
children, OE applied^ the factor of three-quarters' to the 
number of ^^a^jilisr — l*or-^rrive at full-time equival&frcy using 
Labor ^ata, OE esfcima^d thrtMiijthv: average the workers 




were in the United states far 



CONCLUSIONS 



i^ths. 



B should have included an estimate of the number, of 
formerly migratory childreri and migrator>y children of migra- 
tory, fishermen in the funding base foj; the fiscal Year 1975 
allocations. OE did not, have accurate and complete estimates^ 
of these children but believe^ that the available estimates 
were conservative. Includi^ig estidjates of tljes^ children in 
the fiscal year^l975 allocation ba^e would have 'provided 
greater^ assurance that th^^l egislative intJignt was C5xrried out* 

V^AGE^ICY COMME^J^S - ^y^^ 



On August 1975, we discussed* ti^ report with OE of- 
ficials. Concerning the fiscal year 19y3 migrant p^rogram 
allocations, the OE^ of f icials-^xeiterated\th^t formerly migra- 
tory chil<fren and migratory cliildren of moratory fishermen 
were ho^ counted because accurate estimates, of their numbers 
wer^ /lOt -av-ailable* Theyipointed out, however, that f6r~ 
fiscal ye^E_r976 the full-^Vicieequivalent of^abdut 45,5(J0 
^ formerly m igr a tjz^ry children anS^'^'^abciUt 270 migratory children . 
of inigratory f'^^Sermen v;ere specif icSirl^identifiGd in the 
systcnt and were counted in determining Dfe^siiigr ant program^ 
Tv^-ai-i-ccations for that year. 
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Con'sre^^ of tfee ^Dtniteb States! 

J^ou^e of Kcpres'entatibes 
Ktesting^n. U.C. 20515 

/HigUst 1, 1'974 
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tor f 2.r 



Imer S teats 
Comptroller General of the U.S. 
General' Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW 




Washington, I>.C, 
Dear Mr. Staats: 



On July 31 the House passed and sent to the Preisident H,R: 6^, The 
Education AmeadXients of 1974. ^ ^ " ^ 

One, section of the bill. Section 122, extends the program for migra-* 
/ tory children under Title T of t^e Hletoeotary and Spcortdavy EducAtion 
^ct. * The amendments to that act direct the Commissioner of Education 
'tb make use of the Migrant Student Record Transfer System to detei*- 
mine the actual number of migraat students. ^ * 

Since this is an iuportant step in the migrant- program under Title I> 
•I would like to request that the GAG audit the MSRTS to determine itJ 
accuracy, its efficiicncy, the degree ♦f participation, and ot.her 
relevant infonnatlou. 

\ 'Thank ydu for your attention to this request. 



v' 

U^With kind regafds, 1 remain 

\\\ f 



( 



Sincerely yours. 



\ 
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PRINCIPA I/OFFICIALS OF THE) 
.DEPARTMENT OF WhL VA , EDUCATION, AND WELFARS 

TOR THE ACTIVITIES 



RESPONSI 



DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 



c 



—1 



Tenure of office 



From 



To 



SECRETARY OF /HEALTH, EDUCATION, ■ 
- , / c AND WELFARE: 

DaviS Matthews 
. Caspar W» Weinberger 

Frank C» Carlucci (acting) 
plliat-Lrr^icTi^rdson 
Robert H. Finc/h 
' Vlilbur J, Cohort 
John W. Gardrrer^ 

/J^SISTANT SECRETARY { ED^6A1;;^0^^ ) : 
Virejinia YT Tt otter / 
Charlies B, launders, Jr. 

(acting) / 7 * . 
Sidney t^./Marland, Jr • 
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